Stanford and Gunthorpe have documented well the illegitimacy of Mycobacterium fortuitum da Costa Cruz 1938 as a later synonym of Mycobacterium ranae Bergey et al. 1923. Nevertheless, in the interest of stability of nomenclature, conservation of the specific epithet fortuitum over ranae is desired.
avium on the basis of agglutination, complement fixation tests, and surface-interface reactions. The original work of Kuster (lo), the description by Bergey et al. (Bergey's Manual, 1923) , and the studies of Long (1 l), Griffith (9) , and Gordon (5) established that strains of M. ranae differ from M. smegmatis and M. phlei in their inability to grow at high temperatures. At the time of the original publication of the description of M. fortuitum in 1938, the only published evidence suggesting that M . ranae might differ from M. fortuitum was Kuster's (10) statement that his frog tubercle bacillus would not grow at 37.5 C. This agrees with Stanford's experience that some strains isolated from situations at room temperature or lower and reported t o be unable at first to grow at 37 C soon acquire this property after repeated subculture. Thus, had da Costa Cruz compared bacteriologically his strain from an abscess with ranae. One of these was originally from Raybrook Sanitorium, one from the Trudeau Laboratory, and two from the Hygiene Laboratory (later known as NIH). All were found to be identical to M. smegmatis. Since Klister reported that his M. ranae did not grow at 37 C, these four strains were regarded as being misnamed. Gordon and Mihm (6) reported another strain, NCTC 2891, to correspond to KUster's description ( 10) while, in total, nine other strains from laboratories in the United States were apparently mislabeled. Stanford concludes that (i) M. ranae NCTC 2891 is the same species as M. fortuitum NCTC 10395 and ATCC 6841; (ii) NCTC 2891 is truly representative of the species originally described by Bergey et al. after KBster (10) as M. ranae; and (iii) M. ranae is an earlier valid synonym of M. fortuitum.
Although the legitimacy of M. ranae is generally not questioned, most myco bac t eriologists prefer conservation of the later specific epithet fortuitum. After presentation of the points of view of Stanford (supporting M. ranae) and of others, as Ruth Gordon, in favor of M. fortuitum, in the privately circulated mycobacterial taxonomy newsletter, Forum Mycobacteriorum, letters were received from about 40 mycobacteriologists. Twenty-eight expressed definite preference for conservation of M. fortuitum, the name which has been The second factor relates to confusion which would result from replacement of a nearly universally used species name, M. fortuitum, by an unfamiliar name, M. ranae. This is most keenly felt in public health and medical circles. Great difficulty is experienced in microbiologist-clinician relationships whenever a new species name is introduced for a pathogen. To change the name M. fortuitum, which is well established in medical literature for a bacterium which is potentially pathogenic in man, will create chaos, particularly because of implications of the name ranae ("of frogs"). That this is entirely irrelevant nomenclaturally does not at all lessen the confusion. Accordingly, request to the Judicial Commission is made for an opinion conserving the specific epithet fortuitum and rejecting ranae for the name of the organism currently known as Mycubacterium fortuitum da Costa Cruz.
